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The enclosed Decision Notice was prepared to review the impacts associated with 5'drllXtosed
feasibility study of bison quarantine. ln this Decision Notice, Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks has

adopted the preferred alternative.

This Decision Notice is also available for review at FWP's Region 3 Headquarters in Bozeman, at the
State Library, and the Environmental Quality Council. lt also may be obtained from FWP at the
address provided above, or viewed on FWP's lnternet website: http://www.fwp.mt.gov/publicnotices.

Thank you for your interest in the management of Montana's wildlife.
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DECISION NOTICE

Bison Quarantine Feasibility Study

Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks (lvIFWP) prepared an Envitonmental Assessment @,A) to
review the impacts associated with a proposed feasibility study of bison quarantine. This
Decision Notice summarizes the proposal and the final decision. A desctiption of the issues

expressed by the public review of the Draft EA and MFWP's responses are attached as

Appendix A.

Ptooosal

The Interagency Bison Managernent Plan (IBMP) was approved in 2000. The IBMP did not
include provisions to establish a bison quarantine facility. However, it did consider whether
a quarantine facility would be an appropriate component of the plan and concluded that
bison removed from the population could be used for approved teseatch or sent to
quarantine. It also indicated that fruther environmental review would be completed to
determine the design, location and operation parameters for a bison quarantine facility. At
this time, MFWP in coopetation with USDA/APHIS proposes to specifically address the
issue of opetation parameters by implementing Phase I of a bison quarantine feasibility
study.

A Draft EA that assessed the impacts of three altetnatives for the feasibility study was
offered for public review on October 72,2004. The three alternatives consideted in the
Draft EA were:

1. No action: MFSIP would not implement a bison quarantine feasibility study at this time.

2. Conduct Phase I of the bison quarantine feasibility study and tetminate aU

tesearch animals at the end the study aftet Phase I. MFWP and the cooperating
agencies would retain up to 200 sero-negative bison calves that are captured during normal
operations pursuant to the IBMP. These calves would be divided into a test and a control
group and held for one year in a test at a research facility at Corwin Springs. During the
course of the year, all calves will be periodically sedally tested to screen for brucellosis.
Periodically, animals from the control group will be euthanized fot the purpose of collecting
tissue samples for culture tests in an attempt to isolate Brucella abortus. At the end of the year,

the animals that remain in the test group also vrill be euthanized.

3. Conduct Phase I of the bison quarantine feasibility study and, contingent upon
information gathered dudng Phase I, tetain the bison that remain at the end of Phase
I and, potentially, proceed with Phase II and Phase III of the study (preferred
altemative). MFWP and the cooperating agencies would retain up to 200 sero-negative
bison calves that are captured dunng normal operations pursuant to the IBMP. These calves

would be divided into a test and a control group and held for one year in a test at a research
facility at Corwin Springs. During the course of the yea4 allcalves will be periodically
serially tested to screen for brucellosis. Periodically, animals from the contol group will be
euthanized for the purpose of collecting tissue samples for culture tests in an attempt to



isolate Brzcella abortus. At the end of the year, the sero-negative animals that remain in the
test group would be available if MF!7P determines that it is apptopriate to proceed with
Phase II and Phase III of the study.

Public Process and Comment

The EA was offeted for public review on Octobet 12,2004. Initially, MFIflP tequested that
comments be submitted by November 11,2004. During the comment period, MFI7P
received many e-mail requests fot an extension to the public comment period. On
November 10,2004 MFWP announced that the public comrnent period had been extended
until Novemb er 24, 2004.

MF\7P received 2,228 comments in response to the Environmental Assessment. Cornments
came ftom 2,188 non-residents and 40 rcsidents. Comments arrived from 49 states and the
District of Columbia (fable 1). The state of origin fot some comments could not be

determined because some e-mail respondents did not include a return address. In addition,
comments arrived from 11 countries other than the United States. The maiority of the
comments were submitted electronically (Iable 2).

Responses also wete received on behalf of the following organizations:

Gallatin \il?ildlife As sociation
Natural Resources Defense Council
The National Parks Conservation Association
The Humane Sociew of the United States

Bear Cteek Council
National Park Sen'ice

The Greater Yellowstone Coalition
The National Wildlife Federation
The Fund for Animals
The Buffalo Field Campaign
Prickly Pear Sportsmen
American Buffalo Foundation

There werc 1,946 (88.3.0% of the total) responses that followed one of t'wo different
standardized formats or suggested talking points posted on websites for either the Fund fot
Animals or Buffalo Field Campaign. The vast maiority of these format responses were ftom
Non-residents (99.4oh,n=1,935) as opposed to Montana residents (0.06oh,n=11). There
were 63 additional comments expressing similar content and language as the talking points
format but with modified layouts from the website format. There were another 51

comments that followed this basic talking point format but identified additional issues

including expanding the available habitat for bison or managing cattle near Yellowstone
Park, neither issue being relevant to the decisions and issues addtessed by this
Environmental Assessment. Finally, there wete 145 comments that were classified as simple
statements of opposition coming in the form of simple one-paragraph e-mails with no
specific content televant to the issues.

The majority of the cornments included some expression of dissatisfaction with the cutrent
Interagency Bison Management Plan (IBMP). The 2,205 comments based on talking points
or simple objections to the proiect expressed opposition to killing, captivity or domestication
of bisoq concem for animal welfare; criticism for the credibility of science on which bison
management is based; concem for the waste of taxpayer money; znd, a concem that
Montana Environmental Policy Acts @{EPA) and National Envircnmental Policy Acts

OJEPA) processes had not followed been followed. A few additional comrnents expressed



these same viewpoints but also mentioned the need to manage catde and concerns fot
habitat management.

Only 23 cornments provided unique and specific cornments relative to the proposed action
to evaluate the feasibility of bison quarantine protocols. Of these, 15 preferred Alternative
1, while 7 supported Alternative 3 and 1 expressed concems as well as suppottive comments
but did not state which altemative was preferred. Key issues identified from these 15

opponents to Alternative 3 that were relevant to the EA werc domestication of wild bison,
animal welfare, cost of the project, preventing escapes by maintaining fences, and the
credibility of the science. Some of the comments supported the concept of testodng bison
but obiected to using bison from Yellowstone or felt that the Interagency Bison
Management Plan had not advanced enough to allow this type of management tool to be

applied. Comments suppoting Altemative 3 indicated that the quarantine feasibility snrdy
could help us better undetstand brucellosis and these bison calves could be utilized for a
better purpose than being sent to slaughter.

The vast majority of comments supported Altemative 1 (no action altemative), while few
supported Alternative 3 (the prefered alternative) (fable 2). Most of the comments
supporting Alternative 1 were submitted electronically and primarily addressed

dissatisfaction for the IBMP with little ditgsl reference to issues and decisions identified in
the EA. Very few comments were specifically directed at the relevant issues and decisions
identified in the Envfuonmental Assessment. Comments indicated a widespread
misunderstanding of the purpose for the EA and limited understanding of existing
provisions of the IBMP and Environmental Impact Statement completed in 2000. The EA
did explain the statutory authority surrounding the proposed action and refetenced the
IBMP numerous times. Finally, comments indicate that few distinguished that the
proposed action was specific to a temporary research ptoject to determine the feasibility of
quarantine protocols. Instead, they commented as though the proposal was to implement a

permanent quarantine program. The EA stated that future decisions and additional
environmental compliance would be necessary to establish an approved quarantine Program
for the Greater Yellowstone Area (GYA).

MFS7P compiled a comprehensive list of all substantive comments. Even though most of
the comments are outside the scope of the EA, MFWP also prepared an apptopdate
response to all of these comments. Our purpose in providing informational responses to
cornments that are within the broader scope of the IBMP is to help direct concerned citizens
to sources and references that will improve understanding of the Intetagency Bison
Management Plan and its relationship to research projects such as the Quarantine Feasibility

Study.

Nearly all of the comments supporting the "no acdon" altemative exptessed a concern for
killing bison. The basic putpose for initiating this quarantine feasibility study is to ptovide a
possible non-lethal and altemative means for removing bison from this ecosystem in a
manner consistent with the management prescriptions identified in the IBMP and to use

those animals as seed stock for bison consewation proiects. This action is consistent \rdth
the publics expressed desire to minimize lethal removal of animals from the GYA and is

consistent with established conservation measures for testoring a species.



The comments and MF'\U7P responses are presented in Appendix A. Consulations that
contributed to the development of the ptoposal and EA ate deailed in Appendix B.

Final Decision

Based on the analysis in the EA and the comments received it is MFWP's decision to
authodze a bison quarantine feasibility study as described undet the ptefered altemative.

Based on the analysis in the EA and the applicable laws, regulations and policies, MFWP has

determined that this action will not have a significant effect on the natrual ot human
environment. Therefore, the EA is the apptopriate level of review and an environmental
impact statement will not be prepared. It is MF'WP's decision to implement the pteferted
altemative.

By notification of this decision the Draft EA, inclu.li''g the additional information provided
in the response to public comtnent, is hereby made the Final EA. The Final EA may be

viewed at or obtained from Montana Fish, Wildlife and Patks at 1400 S 19th Avenue,
Bozeman, MT 59718. An electronic copy of the final EA also may be obtained from
MFWP's website ar www. fivp.mt.gor' /Publicnotices.

Montana Fish, Wildlife and Patks



State No. Comments State No. Comments
Califomia 292 Wisconsin 19

New Yotk 172 Louisiana 18

Florida 142 Kansas t6
Texas tt4 Tennessee t4

Marvland r03 Nevada 13

NewJercev 99 Iowa t3
Illinois 99 Rhode Island t2

Pennsvlvania 95 Maine 11

Ohio 76 Kentuckv 11

Michiean 65 Nebraska t7
Washington 59 Oklahoma tl

Massachusetts 56 West Viteinia tl
Vitsinia 49 New Mexico tl
Georgia 4l New Hampshire 10
Arizona 4l Utah 8

Connecticut 40 Vermont 7
Montana 40 Alabama 7
Indiana 38 Wvomins 6

North Carolina 37 Hawaii 6
Colotado 34 Mississinni 6

Minnesota 29 Washinston D.C. 5
South Carolina 24 Idaho 4

Otegon 22 Delaware 4
Missouri 22 Alaska 4

North Dakota I

Table l. States and Countries Presenting Comments
on the Quarantine EA*

* The state of origin could not always be determined for a respondent because
return addresses were not alwavs included in e-mails.

Counffv No. Comments Counrv No. Comments
Canada tt Austmlia L

Africa 3 Argentina 1

Btazil 2 Thailand I
Nethedands 2 Spain I

United Kinsdom I Sinsanore I
Panama I



Table2. Summary and Genetal Content of Comments

CommentTyp. Non-
Resident Resident

Total
Comments

Fot
Altemative

E-mail Form Letter Comment
(website letter and tdking point formats)

1935 l1 1946 1

Minor Vadations in E-mail Format
(Content Same as Above)

59 4 63 I

E-mail Form Letterwith Specific
Comment to Save Habitat

42 3 45 1

E-mail Form Letterwith Specific
Comment to Manaqe Cattle in GYA

) 1 6 1

Simple Statements of Opposition
(No Specific Content)

142 3 145 1

Sub Total 2183 22 2205 I
Comments Not of a Standard Format with Relevant Issues

For Alternative 1 4 11 15 I
For Altemative 3 1 6 I J

Preferred Alternative Not Identified 1 1 Unknown
Sub Total 5 18 23

GRAND TOTAL 2188 40 2228



Appendix A. Substantive Comments to the Bison Quamntine Feasibility Study and
EAo including MFltlP responses to comments.

Management Pu{pose

Comment The purpose and need should focus on the potential for bison from the
Yellowstone bison population having a high value for long-term conservation of the species
and that determining the feasibility of the proposed USDA Quarantine procedures/ptotocol
becomes critical to the ptogram moving forward.

Response: Generally, MF!7P agrees with this purpose and proposes this study as the first
step toward tealiztng the long-term conservation of bison. However, it should be noted that
this EA focuses specifically on the need to fust evaluate the feasibility of Phase I of the
established USDA/APHIS quatantine protocols. If the protocols and procedures tested by
this study are successful, subsequent decisions could be made to amend the IBMP to
incolporate the protocols and establish a program for the consenration of bison that have
been certified as disease ftee. Each of those decisions must be suppofted by the appropriate
level of environmental review.

Comment; The quarantine feasibility study is not consistent with the purpose of the IBMP.
"The only truth here is that the stated ga al of the IBMP is to conserve the bison herd and its
free-ranging reputation, but they are not free ranging until they can enter Montana without
being shot, hazed, or shipped to slaughter."

Response: The IBMP is based on the recognition that bison are an essential component of
Yellowstone National Patk ((NP) because bison contribute to the biological, ecological,
cultural, and aesthetic pufposes of the Park. The IBMP also is based on the knowledge that
the bison herd in YNP is chronically infected with brucellosis; without management,
transmission of brucellosis from bison to catde could occur; and the knowledge that,
without control, YNP bison thteaten Montana's brucellosis class-free status and the ability to
market livestock in intetstate and international gade. As stated in the federal Final
Environmental Impact Statement F'EIS), Tbe purpose of tbe proposed interageny action is to

maintain a ntild, free-rangingpEuktion of bisott and address the risk of brunllosis transmis$on to pmtect

the economic interest and viabik! of the liuestock industry in tbe state of Montana. Currendy, bison do
enter Montana in specific areas where they are not shot, hazed or shipped to slaughter. In
the IBMP there are precise prescdptions to progressively allow bison to free-range in
specified zones of Montana when there is no risk for transmitting brucellosis to cattle. In
addition, there are specified population targets for bison that determine the relative intensity
of removals. This study will explore an alternative to lethal means of removing bison from
the GYA when prescribed by the IBMP and will not affect decisions related to bison
distribution ot population size in this ecosystem. Evaluating the feasibility of including
quarantine as a management tool in the GYA is consistent with the stated purpose of the
IBMP.

Comment: The quarantine feasibility study would establish a new precedent in the
management of "publicly-owned" wildlife, is illegal and is inconsistent'{iith the terms of the
IBMP. Because of the potential precedent, the agencies must take a large step backwards



and both evaluate the merits of whether a quamntine operation for a free-nngng wildlife
species, particularly a species odginating in a national park, is wartanted and subiect its

proposed study to independent and obiective peet-review.

Response: Provisions for quamntine and subsequent live distribution was considered in fout
of the alternatives that were evaluated in the FEIS fot the IBMP, including the prefened

altemative. In the Records of Decision (ROD), the agencies committed to evaluate whethet
a quarantine facility would be an apptopriate component of the IBMP. They also committed
to complete additional NEPA/MEPA analyses to determine the design,location and

opetation parameters for a bison quarantine facility. The proposed feasibility study is the

beginning step leading toward consideration of quarantine for management of bison. Pdor
to making that decision, the agencies will complete additional environmental review,

pursuant to the requirements of NEPA and MEPA.

The development of this proposal included reviews and comments ftom over 20 different
scientists involved with bison management, wildlife consewation, and wildlife diseases

(Appendix B). The proposed study has been peer reviewed by intemal agency scientists and

through an extemal non-agency peer review Pfocess. Experts within the USAHA
brucellosis committee and the Greater Yellowstone Intetagency Brucellosis Committee
(GYIBC) have examined the ptoposal. The proposal has already been examined and

teviewed by several non-governmental gtoups such as the Inter-tribal Bison Coopetative,

Wildlife Conservation Society, National Wildlife Fedetation and sevetal scientists working on
a similat project for the Wood Bison in Canada.

Cornment Several comments recomtnended expansion of the mnge of the Yellowstone
bison herd. They suggested that Monana's fitst priority should be tolerance of bison
outside Yellowstone and should emphasize acquisition of conflict-ftee habitats for bison.
The first step in developing a solution to concerns about population and migation is to
identifr and designate additional bison habitat and reduce spatial and temporal conflicts with
catde outside of Yellowstone.

Response: The purpose of the proposed action is to evaluate the feasibility of the proposed
quarantine protocols. Revisions to the IBMP to change the boundaries of the bison
management areas and promote habitat acquisition are outside the scope of the

Environmental Analysis. Conductirg thir study will not hinder MFWP's intetest in
protecting or enhancing habitat for bison or other wildlife in Montana. MFWP is

committed to continuing its long-standing tradition of conserving wildlife habitat while
protecting the gteater public interests of out state.

Comment Phase I is merely the opening stage in a plan to domesticate the entire
Yellowstone bison hetd.

Response: The purpose of the proposed action is to evaluate the feasibility of the proposed
quarantine ptotocols. MFS7P has no desfue or intention to domesticate all bison in
Yellowstone. It is not the stated goal of the IBMP to which MF!7P is a signatory to
domesticate bison in Yellowstone. It is not possible for state/federal agencies committed to
the IBMP to domesticate the entfue Yellowstone bison herd. The proposed reseatch project
will not $fect the interagency management commifinents made thtough the IBMP ot



modi$/ interagency management actions prescribed under the approved management plan.
If quarantine protocols tested at the conclusion of this study are found to be scientifically
sound and can establish disease-free bison that are accepted by society then the agencies

should consider its application in the management of bison as allowed undet the existing ot
future management plans. Quatantine for the sake of species consewation is a teasonable

and scientifically accepted tool that could provide a live removal altemative of animals that
would otherwise be killed to help regulate population levels and help restore bison to other
suitable habitats.

Impacts to Bison

Commgnt: Population levels alone do not justify this research ot quarantine. The pros and
cons of this teseatch proposal should be evaluated on theit own merit, independent of
concems about bison population and migation. The EA notes that this ptoposal may serve

to limit wild bison population levels in the Greater Yellowstone Area. "The ptoposal is.. .yet

another method to perpetuate the ongoing bison slaughtetf endicaaon program on the
border of YNP." "While repopulating'some place'with genetically pure disease free bison
is a worthy goal, doing so at the expense of truly free roaming wild bison within the Greater
Yellowstone Area is unacceptable."

Response: MF!7P does not intend to eradicate bison nor could it accomplish this task.

Thtough interagency comrniunents MFWP is interested in managing the population of bison
in Yellowstone to achieve the goals stated in the IBMP. The IBMP defined a population
trigger for the whole herd at 3,000 bison. The IBMP also defined population objectives fot
the bison management areas. The IBMP describes avarriety of management actions that may
be taken to teduce population size when the herd exceeds 3,000 bison and/ot numbets
exceed objectives for the managefnent areas. The IBMP also includes contingencies to
increase the population by constraining removals of bison in the event that the population
declines to 2,300.

The bison population in Yellowstone is robust and has continued to increase despite
periodic removals. The estimate bison population was 2,676 during sumrner 2000, when the
IBMP was approved. Since then,237 bison have been captured and removed from the West
Boundary Area and 495 bison have been captured and removed from the Reese Creek
Boundary Area. The crurent population estimate is 4,240 bison. The Yellowstone bison
have demonstrated great viability in the face of existing removal, and we have no biological
feason to believe it would not sustain removals on an annual basis.

The quarantine research proiect does not supersede previous decisions or the prescriptions
outlined in the IBMP and would not prevent the eventual free ranging of bison in the GYA.
If, at some time in the future, quarantine programs are considered and developed by the
management agencies, quarantine could provide a non-lethal alternative for removing bison.

Quarantine would be used in a manner that is consistent with the consewation of a wild
bison herd in Yellowstone. Consewation restoration projects would be considered only
when animals are available for slaughter under the provisions of the management plan and
not at the expense of maintaining a viable Yellowstone bison hetd.



Maintaining a single genetically pure and important wildlife population at one location is not
sound consewation. Stochastic catasuophic events put this single population at dsk. To
establish several populations with pure genetics is a sound conserration measure and will
increase the likelihood of species consewation.

Comment Several comments suggested that the annual wintertime slaughter of Yellowstone
bison is unacceptable, is not based on credible scientific evidence, and has tesulted in
enormous cnrelty to bison. "Stop the annual winter slaughter of Yellowstone bison!" "No
more reasons to kill off American's most beautiful native animal." "Hasn't American's
history spoken loud enough in regards to this beautiful beast?" 'q0fe have already once in
our country's history decimated the bison population for unjust and inhumane reasons,let's
not do it TVICE!" "This proposed sttrdy that would quanntine nvo hundted of these
animal (and that would kill at least half of these) and that is intended to pave the way for
firrther quarantines that could hold bison in quarantine fot years) is too gre t a burden to
place upon this free-roaming herd, among the last left of out pue, original bison." "The
Yellowstone bison should be considered a sacted trust by the govemment to be protected at
all costs, not sacrificed." '{We need to be managing these lands and these animals with the
interests of the American public in mind, and so I am expressing the view that these animals

^te ^rr 
integtal part of the park experience and have a role in the ecosystem of the teg'ion."

Response: This comment is outside the scope of the EA. The mtionale for the IBMP was

documented in the Montana FEIS and Federal FEIS and RODs that were ptepated in 2000.

The bison population in Yellowstone is not in ieopardy and is tobust. Annual removals of
bison are curendy being sustained in the bison hetd and the population has actually
increased each year. Today, there are mote bison in Yellowstone than has ever been
reported in history. The quatantine feasibility study could provide a non-lethal means fot
removing bison while explodng future possibilities for consenring the species on a

continental scale should the results prove favorable. The intended purpose of this study is
to explore and perhaps imptove a time-tested and well-established consewation tool fot
reversing the decline in bison populations and the shrinking distribution expedenced at the
nrrn of the century.

Comrnent The MF!flP has ptesented no evidence that the current population size is
in excess of the carrying capacity of the Yellowstone ecosystem and the EA did not discuss
how quarantine will impact bison herd dynamics, bison genetics, or the overall health and
viability of wild bison in Yellowstone.

REsponss The FEIS fot the IBMP disclosed an analysis of the bison population in the
Yellowstone ecosystem, including the rationale for an overall population target and
population objectives fot each of the management zones. The EA proposes to intercept
bison that rorbht otherwise go to slaughter under ptovisions of the IBMP, so it was not
necessafy to ad&ess these issues.

Commenf The quarantine facility and related operations appear to be just another
government method of lethal contol for wild bison attempting to leave YNP.

Response: The pupose of the proposed action is to evaluate the feasibility of the proposed
quatantine protocols. Any decision to temove bison ftom the system would be made

10



according to provisions already established under the IBMP. A portion of the bison put into
quarantine research will be slaughtered and necropsied as a temporary step in the research
protocol to establish a valid scientific basis for future quarantine ptocedures that would not
require the slaughter of animals. Once protocols are successfi,rlly established and approved
then simple blood testing would be the basis for graduation through the quarantine protocol.

Based on previous research on the epidemiology and pathology of bison in Yellowstone we
anticipate that undet these quarantine procedures it is likely that most bison, except those
nectopsied during the early phase of teseatch, will not express latent infection. For those
advancing through quarantine we expect most will successfully graduate through the
protocol and be available for restoration projects.

Comment: The proposed action is not appropriate until there is rnore information.

Response: MFWP is not proposing to amend the IBMP to include quarantine procedures.
The purpose of the proposed action is to evaluate the feasibility of the proposed quarantine
protocols. The purpose of this tesearch study is to provide more information applicable to
management of bison and brucellosis.

Cornment Several comments expressed concern that quarantine might result in the
domestication of bison.

Response: This proposal does not intend to keep bison in quarantine for several generations
and is intended to allow natural behaviots as is possible. The project will not involve
capturing newborn calves, but calves that become available during their first winter when
they have already established some independence from their mothets. We expect calves that
enter the Progtam at neatly one year of age will have leamed many natural behaviors.

Holding wildlife in captivity for varying periods of time until they are released to the wild is a
historically accepted and cornmonly employed conservation method used throughout the
wotld to restote wildlife populations. There ale many published examples in the scientific
literatute and histotical models demonsuating that captive animals have routinely been
successfully reintroduced into the wild and will reacquire wild behaviors. This fact has been
well established through many successfrrl captive breeding programs for rare or endangered
species. It has also been applied during wildlife rehabilitation programs commonly
employed in many areas of the world to save individual animals.

All of the public bison herds, including Yellowstone bison, have experienced periods of
captivity in their history. Prior to 1967, bison were held captive and managed behind fence
for many decades within YNP. During this era, the majority of bison were routinely
handled, many were vaccinated, most wefe artificially fed, some were herded or confined to
influence distributjon and some were culled to limit numbers. In addition, the landscape was
also managed to produce additional forage by irrigation and by hryrrg to produce wintet
feed near the current center of the existing herd of Lamar Bison. The historic captivity of
intoduced bison did not hindet their eventual adaptaion to the natural environments of
YNP after they wete released ftom the ranch style management at the Lamar Valley n 1967.
Mote recendy bison captured at Stevens Creek wete held in captivity for periods until they
could be released back into Yellowstone Park. These bison have not shown any tendency to



become domesticated. Despite this history of management, bison in YNP are perceived by

most to be wild.

Although behaviors may be dampened by captivity, the basis fot much behaviot is genetic.

Capturing the genetics of the Yellowstone herd is one way to ensrue that wild behaviors are

retained. Genetically based behaviots that are temporatily dampened by captivity will be

expressed again as bison are restoted to nanual landscapes. There is substantial evidence fot
this in field experience with rehabilitated animals and restotation projects.

Comment Park visitors have reported seeing very few bison and no other wildlife in the

Park. They questioned the management of the Park.

Rssponse: Management of wildlife within YNP is outside the scope of this environmental

analysis. The size of the bison herd is substantially larger now than when the IBMP was

adopted.

g"**gt Several comments expressed concem for the effect that quarantine might have

on young bison calves.

Response: The proposed action is to evaluate ptocedutes to manage bison calves in
quarantine. The cahring season fot the Yellowstone bison herd extends from March into
May. The majority of bison that are used during the proposed study would be captured

duringJanuary and February and the calves used in the study would be 8 to 12 months of
age. In no case would newbom calves be consigned to the quarantine facility.

Comment MF\U(P failed to evaluate the potential for non-brucellosis diseases issues among

the captive bison. The proposed facility once was a game farm and other disease organisms

may persist at that facility.

Response: The proposed snrdy outlined sevetal critical ptotocols fot operations that ate oI
will be developed as the proposed snrdy unfolds. A ptotocol for health assessment has been

considered and will be developed prior to opetation. Disease monitodng will be established

to evaluate the health status of bison and mainain the quarantined herd in a healthy

condition. Several studies of the YNP bison and elk herds have already been conducted and

agency scientists have explored a vadety of disease issues and have determined that the YNP
bison herd does not appear to harbor other diseases significant to the agticulnrral and

uildtife interests of the GYA. There is no evidence that any significant wildlife or domestic

animal disease is persistent in the proposed facility.

Comrnent It is entirely inappropriate to subiect 200 bison , ot 5oh of the park's population
to testing for brucellosis when less than 1% of the catde in the United States are subfect to
testing for mad cow disease.

Response: The number of bison held each year would be 100 out of a total population size

of 4000 or more. The annual percent removed would be 2.5oh. The current population has

experienced gtowth despite natural mortality and annual removals of 5-10 percent. The
annual removal rz;te of 2.5oh would not ieopardize this population of bison.
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The purpose of quarantine is not to test bison for brucellosis but to use testing to screen out
disease free bison with some degtee of cetainty using a specified set of rigorous protocols.
Bison held in quarantine would be animals that would be subject to management removal, as

per the ptovisions of the IBMP. Brucellosis is endemic in the Yellowstone bison population
and additional testing is not necessary to confirm that fact. Testing would occru only to
evaluate the quarantine protocol and to ensure that the protocol is adequate to certifr disease
free bison.

The issue of mad cow disease is outside the scope of this EA.

Genetics

Comment Considedng the documented genetic uniqueness and purity of Yellowstone's
bison, purposefully removing bison from the population for slaughter or for experiments
may jeopardize the long-term genetic health and viability of the population. Removing bison
calves fot the proposed quarantine experiment, since they have never had the opportunity to
breed and pass along theit genes, is particularly dangerous. The 3000 bison population
target, which allows for actions such as quarantine is an arbitrary number instituted by the
IBMP as a political comptomise between Montana's livestock industry and the Park Senrice.

Response: The Federal FEIS included information regarding genetics as it relates to
determination of a minimum viable bison population fEIS p.286 - 288). Anticipated
population levels ate well in excess of the minimum population necessary to avoid the
consequences of genetic drift. Quarantine procedures, if amended into the IBMP, would
provide an altemative method for removing bison and would not significantly change the
numbet of bison that would be removed from the population.

Genetics of Yellowstone bison are not so much unique as they 
^re 

very important fot the
conservation of bison. Wotk by Halbert (2003) discovered a wide diversity but litde
uniqueness in the genetics of bison from YNP. Yellowstone bison probably demonstrate a

diversity of genetic composition due to the historic impottation of bison from several herds
managed in captivity dudng the tum of the century. After bison were introduced into YNP
in the eady 1900's they increased dramatically and in some sense overwhelmed the rernnant
ftee-ranging bison reported to live in YNP at that time. Removing calves that are the least
likely age group to survive a winter and already are genetic products of animals within the
population would have the least impact on the population gene pool.

From a genetic conservatjon perspective it is not advisable to maintain only one population
of genetically important bison but rather allow for multiple herds to exist. This would
provide a hedge against the catasftophic loss of that one genetically important bison
population. Bison in Yellowstone exist upon a volcanic caldera and within histodcally
marginal bison habitat subject to extreme weather. The catasttophic eruption of the
Yellowstone caldera or significant weather events could significantly teduce Yellowstone
bison. The proposed study could lead to the development of other genetically identical
bison herds in more stable envhonments to ensure the consewation of bison genes in spite
of unptedictable, catastrophic events in Yellowstone.
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Cornment Other ftee-ranging and genetically pue hetds should sewe as the source of stock

for reintroductions at this time.

Resoonse: There are few suitable soruce stocks for reintroductions at this time. There are

13 conservation herds available for consideration (Boyd 2003). Most of these ate very small

in size and could only provide a few animals. Most have been behind fence fot many

genetations and have not been subject to natural forces of selection but selectively managed

by humans. Several of these herds are genetically depauperate. Many of the current
conservation bison herds are also plagued with domestic catde genes. Halbert (2003) has

identified Yellowstone and \ilfind Cave bison as the most genetica\ diverse and pure plains

bison consewation herds in North America. The curtent population at \Uind Cave is only
350 animals and could not provide any surplus animals this Past yeat.

Two very large plains bison herds with expanding populations are Yellowstone and the

Jackson herds found within the GYA. These herds are exposed to brucellosis but we

believe this disease concem can be overcome thtough an apptopriate quarantine procedure.

From the conservation perspective (naturally managed, genetically apptopriate and

numerically robust), Yellowstone bison are anideal source hetd once declared brucellosis

free through an accepted bison quarantine Progam.

Bnrcellosis

Comment It must be emphasized that owners of domestic catde were the original culprits.
These people iriti"lly infected our wild elk and bison with their diseased cattle. They should

accept the responsibility for protecting their livestock ftom the elk and bison they originally
infected.

Response: This comment is beyond the scope of this EA. The strain of brucellosis (Brucella

abortns) that occurs in Yellowstone bison is a livestock disease that originated in Europe and

came into this country when catde wete 6tst imported into this country. The original soruce

of infection for Yellowstone bison is unknown. The two most likely sources wete eithet the

bison that were transplanted into the Park in the early 1900's andf or dairy catde that wete
maintained at the bison ranch in the Lamat Valley.

Cornrnent There is no scientific basis fot the management of bison as prescribed in the

IBMP.

Response: This comment is beyond the scope of the EA. The Fedenl FEIS included a
description of brucellosis and an explanation of the risk that the disease poses to Montana's
livestock industry. The FEIS also explained the tisk of brucellosis transmission from bison
to livestock and the potential economic consequences in the event that transmission should
occur. Research since implementation of the IBMP tends to confirm the explanation of risk
that was presented in the FEIS. Many htghly qualified scientists were involved in the
research and management discussions considered while developing the IBMP.

Commenfi The two hundred bison that would be quarantined for this study are among
those that have tested sero-negative for exposure to brucellosis. Although they have never
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been exposed to brucellosis, and therefore they could not possibly transmit the disease to
catde, at least half of them, and possibly all of them, will lose their lives.

Response: It has been scientifically demonstrated in Yellowstone and elsewhere that,
although unlikely, some of these calves could have been exposed to brucellosis at birth or
shortly thereafter. The proposal to study the feasibility of implementing quatantine
procedures is based on the assumption that it is possible to distinguish bet'ureen bison calves

that were not exposed in eady life and do not harbor Brucelk abortus from those bison calves

that have been exposed using a complex series of serological tests to search for bacterial
DNA or antibodies to the disease otganism. A critical aspect of the feasibility study is to
determine, with cetainty, whether that assumption is coffect. There are two methods to
confum that sero-negative bison calves do not have a latent infection. One method requires
holding the animal in quarantine, isolated from potential exposure to brucellosis, until sexual

maturity and their first parturition event, thereafter, testing again for antibodies to the
brucella organism. The other method requires euthanizing the animal and, with a

comprehensive set of cultute tests, attempt to isolate Bnrcella abortus from the animal's
tissues. The proposed study, as described in the Environmental Analysis, would employ
both methods and sufficient sample sizes of test animals to ensure a valid research result.

Comment Several comments suggested that there is no scientific evidence litki"g
Yellowstone bison to brucellosis in domestic catde. "There has never been a single proven
case of ftansmission of brucellosis to catde by bison in the wild, and that, in any case, such

tansmission could only occur at the time a calf is bom, and that this disease can never be

tansmitted by males (it is transmitted in birthing fluids)." Therefore, there seems to be no
rationale at all for regularly rounding up bison that move ftom YNP into Montana as part of
their natural migtation.

Response: As noted above, the Federal FEIS explained the risk of brucellosis transmission
from bison to livestock and the potential economic consequences in the event that
transmission should occur. The purpose of the IBMP is to maintain temporal and spatial
separation between bison and domestic livestock. There has not been a documented
instance of brucellosis transmission from bison to domestic livestock because, at least in
part, the agencies have been successfi,rl in maintaining temporal and spatial separation
between bison and cattle. There have been cases of transmission between elk and cattle in
\Tyoming suggesting that the opportunity for transmission from bison is very teal. It
remains unclear if venereal transmission is possible thtough male bison. Futher study
would be necessary to state that males can never ftansmit brucellosis. The GYIBC has

produced a white paper on the subject of venereal transmission that is available on the
GYIBC website.

Comment Bison, which have tested negative for exposure to brucellosis, should be allowed
to migrate.

Response: This cornment is beyond the scope of this EA. The IBMP aheady addressed the
prescriptions upon which bison removals will be made. This EA does not determine when
and how bison removals are implemented. This feasibility study could lead to a non-lethal
alternative to removal of bison when prescribed under the IBMP.
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A single serological test t-hat is negative fot the presence of antibodies to Brunlla aboftus is
not sufficient to confi.rm that an individual bison is ftee of brucellosis because latent
infections can occut with this disease. Research conducted utith YNP bison has shown that
Btualla aboftus can be cultwed from the tissues of bison that wete negative for brucellosis on
the basis of serological tests taken at one point in time. Information obtained ftom the
quarantine feasibility study would shed considetable light on the issues of latent infection
and inteqprctations of serology. This could significandy benefit the management of bison
under the curent plan.

Comment MFSflP should rely on a report tegatding wildlife diseases that was prepared by
the Jackson Hole Consewation Alliance, 'qy/ildlife Diseases in Greater Yellowstone: Curent
Problems, Funrte Threats and Solutions that'Wotk". A copy of the report is available on the
Internet at http: / /www.ihalliance.com/reports /disease.pdf.

Response: This teport has its greatest relevance to issues associated with management of
brucellosis telative to elk and bison en fssdgrounds. The discussion of brucellosis in bison
promotes the supposition that the primary route of ttansmission v/ithin Yellowstone bison
differs from that in catde. The literature on which the authors of the report based that
conclusion was considered when the agencies developed the IBMP. At that time, the
preponderance of the litemture supported the conclusion that the primary toute of
brucellosis transmission in bison is similat to that in domestic livestock. Research conducted
since implementation of the IBMP has tended to confirm that conclusion.

Quarantine Operation

Comrnent If the calves are negative for the bacteria why do they need to be quarantined?
Furthermore, if they are negative for the bacteria why do they need to be necropsied?

Response: As stated in the Environmental Analysis, MFWP proposes to evaluate the
potential for the latent expression of brucellosis and test the sensitivity of quarantine
procedutes fot detecting such infection. Brucellosis is endemic in the Yellowstone bison
herd and, therefore, any animal that originates from that herd has potentially been exposed
to brucellosis. Tpically, there is a latent period between exposrue to bnrcellosis and
subsequent infection. Serological tests fot bnrcellosis determine the presence of antibodies
to the disease and the standatd blood tests are not sensitive enough to distinguish disease-
free animals ftom those that have been exposed but have not yet developed infection. This
has been demonstrated thrcugh research and monitoring for some of the bison migtating
outside of Yellowstone. 

.

Evaluation of the feasibility of the proposed quarantine protocols will employ a complex
series of blood tests to determine which bison are appropriate for quarantine. The study
then will test the hypothesis that these blood tests, used in combination, are able, vdth 95%o

cerainty, to identi$' disease-ftee bison calves. Dudng the study, the test animals will be held
in quarantine to isolate them ftom exposrue to brucellosis. To determine whether the bison
ate, in fact, disease-free, it is necessary to eithet hold the animals in quamntine ot euthanize
the animal to obain tissue samples for culture tests. The feasibility study incorporates both
options to reduce uncertainty in the final results.
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Finally, to gain acceptance for these bison in restoration projects it is important that we
demonstrate to animal health regulators that these animals do qualifr as disease free,
thetefore can be transported actoss state lines and pose no dsk for bison restoration
activities outside of the GYA.

Comment It is not apptopriate to use Yellowstone bison fot the quarantine study. Instead,
the study should use elk, cattle or bison from a domesticated herd.

Response: The purpose of the study is to evaluate the feasibility of quarantine procedures
fot the purpose of identifying Yellowstone bison that are disease free and, tlerefore, suitable
fot umestricted live telease. As is recognized by many, bison ftom Yellowstone have
impottant genetics and part of that genome influences immune system function and
performance. One objective of this study is to reliably establish the disease status of
Yellowstone bison by measuring very specific immunologic responses so that we can sotr
infected and non-infected animals. The only animals suitable for the study are Yellowstone
bison. Elk, bison or catde from a domestic hetd would not fit the tesearch design and
would not produce results applicable to the purpose of the study.

Comment Crowding on a quarantine facility like crowding on an elk feedgrounds can have
unwanted negative consequences.

Response: The study assumes that animals that are put in quarantine are disease ftee. If,
however, the study includes a bison with a latent infection, other bison in quatantine would
be exposed to brucellosis. Fot that reason, bison will be held in smaller test groups so that a
single, infected animal cannot compromise all of the study animals.

Comment The study should evaluate the PCR Real Time DNA test for brucellosis.

Response: The ptoposed evaluation of the feasibility of the proposed quarantine protocols
will take advantage of the specificity and sensitivity of multiple tests to screen out suspect
animals during the quarantine process. As the study proceeds, we anticipate using many
technical improvements in field diagnostics. These will include the use of PCR tests.
However, MF\J7P also understands that, when used alone, none of the serological tests,
including PCR, is sufficient to certi4' that an individual animal is not infected'udth
brucellosis.

Comment The research conducted at this facility must be reviewed by independent
scientific peers to establish its credibility. A panel that includes scientists ftom the National
Park Service, Fish and Wildlife Service and U.S. Forest Senrice should oversee the tesearch
at this facility. If the process of certi$ring the health of these bison fails, the failure must be
legitimate, i.e., that the process was unable to remove the latent infection from the herd.
Risk of failure of the experiment due to a design ot logistical flaw must be reduced to a

minimal level.

Response: MFS7P agrees that the results of the study must be credible and is committed to
the highest ptofessional standards in the conduct of the study. MF!7P and USDA/APHIS
developed the concept thtough routine discussion and interaction with a variety of specialists
and interested publics (Appendix B). The proiect design and concepts were peer-reviewed by
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many scientific experts outside of government as well as within including MFIT-P, the
Montana Deparunent of Livestock, USDA/APHIS, the Greater Yellowstone Interagency
Brucellosis Committee, the United Sates Animal Health Association and the Intertribal
Bison Cooperative. Several field tours of potential quarantine sites and many discussions
with leading authorities in wildlife consewation, bison management, and veterinary science
were conducted. Comments were integtated at all steps in the process to improve the snrdy
design. The National Patk Service Research Review Committee examined the project
proposal prior to approval of a research permit. The proiect will prcceed within the
framework of the IBMP and, thus, all of the coopetating agencies will have some
involvement in ptoject oversight. The ptoject is designed to continue integmting input
from several scientific experts outside of government and inside the cooperating agencies as

the proiect steps forward. However, final authodty for approving a brucellosis quarantine
protocol is vested in USDA/APHIS and the declaration of disease free status can only be
determined by a state ot fedesl vetednarian with statutory authority.

Comrnenc If a quarantine facility was established for bison, the quarantine protocol is so

restrictive that few, if any, bison would ever sulive the process and the cost to the taxpayers
would be exotbitant.

Response: The current USDA/APHIS quatantine ptotocol for bison was established during
the development of the IBMP and is published in that document (Appendix B of the IBMP).
The protocol for bison calves is long because they must produce a viable calf to conclude
the quarantine ptocedures. Howevet, bison calves are easily managed and less likely to be

exposed due to the limited time mingling with infected bison. Bison experts we have

consulted and field experience indicate young bison are most likely to suwive the process

and we expect high survival dudng the process.

IUTe do not have evidence before us to conclude that bison will not survive this procedrue ot
that it will be too costly. The puqpose of the feasibility study is to evaluate the current
protocol fot calf bison and determine whether it is feasible and cost effective. This study
was conducted to evaluate calves because they were the most likely to succeed through the
procedures. The results from this shrdy may identif options for futue bison quarantine
programs that would be less restrictive, less expensive to implement and with a higher
probability of clearing rnore animals fot subsequent release.

The initial scteening process for bringing animals to this facility will be rigorous and we
anticipate that most animals accepted to the proiect would eventually qua[ry for release.

The probability for latent expression is known to be fafuly low and, if screening is successful,
many bison inroduced into the study, with the exception of those used fot the culture-
testing phase, will gmduate through the process. !7e anticipate that, once the research
proiect has established credible evidence for success, the cultue steps will not be necessary
and quarantine ptotocols can be streamlined.

Commenfi \Thatever metric is used to indicate disease-ftee status, the assessment must be
accurate.

Response: MFW'P agrees. The assesstnent must not only be accurate but accepted by
animal health tegulators and the conservation/restoration proiect partners.
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Comment: The quatantine facility is not secure and bison could escape. When the facility
was a game farm, elk would knock the fence down and escape.

Response: The project will operate in compliance with all of the requirements of a federally
approved quarantine facfity. The facility will be double fenced and the standards for the
design of the fence wete developed in consultation with people who are experienced in the
management of ranched bison. The integtity of the existing fence has been examined and
improvements will be completed before stocking the facility. The operation will include an
emergency response protocol and the facility will be regularly staffed. Security measures will
include boundary sensors and other technology to assist in monitoring fence-line activity.

I{umane Tteatment

Comment Animals held in quatantine must be treated humanely. Because the bison will be
held for an extended period, quarantine could negatively affectanimal health, wildness and
behavior. A Humane Bison Aandling Task Forci was established and it submitted
recommendations to the agencies, but compliance with the recomrnendations has been
marginal.

Response: The proposed study would minimize handling, wbile achieving the goals and
objectives of quarantine feasibility research. Bison brought to this facility will be monitored
for health and well being during the entire quarantine process. Specialists with expedence
handling bison and many veterinarians from within and outside of govemment have aheady
been consulted and will frequendy be involved in animal management decisions and
protocol development. Humane treatrnent and management of these bison is of primary
importance to the success of this proiect.

Comment: The proposed "research" proiect violates the Animal Welfare Act. The Animal
Welfare Act (AWA) is the primary federal law goveming the use of animals in research,
entettainment, and whose use affects interstate cotnmerce. The AWA requires that "every
tesearch facility ... shall register with the Sectetary..." Furthermore, each "research faciJity"
must establish a committee (referred to as an Institutional Animal Care and Use Committee)
that oversees and evaluates research done at the "reseafch facility." The MFWP, at pfesent,
is not tegistered as a reseatch facility or orgtrizttion and, therefore, cannot participate in the
proposed "research" without violating federal law.

Response: The research facility is not managed by MFWP and is curendy leased by
USDA/APHIS so is registered with the Secretary. USDA/APHIS is the lead agency with
primary authority and responsibility for the tesearch facility including the oversight of the
research by a USDA Institutional Animal Care and Use Committee in compliance with the
Animal \UTelfare Act. USDA/APHIS is the primary agency governing the animal welfare act.
MFWP's role will be to support this research cooperatively by ptoviding transpottation,
technical counsel, manpower, equipment, and funding. MFWP does not propose to manage,
control or lease the research facility but proposes to cooperate with USDA/APHIS as stated
in the EA.
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Montana Envitonrnental Policy Act/National Environmental Policy Act

Cornmenu MFWP failed to conduct a public scoping process and failed to solicit public
opinion on the merits or iustification of implementing a quatantine program for bison.

Response: The MEPA regulations grant agencies disctetion whether to schedule a scoping

period prior to the preparation of an EA and MF\flP elected to prepare the EA without
scoping. In prepadng the EA, MFT7P benefited ftom the extensive public involvement
associated with the development of the IBMP. Although it was not a scoping ptocess, as

defined by the MEPA regulations, MF!7P had considerable discussion with othet agencies

and organizations, as descdbed in the EA, prior to preparing the EA fot public review and

cornment (Appendix B).

Comrnenfi Several people teguested an extension of the public comment period.

Response: The EA was released for public review on October 72,2004 with public
comment scheduled to close on November 11. On November 10, MFIflP announced that
the public comment pedod had been extended to Novembet 24.

Comment The Environmental Analysis is pre-decisional, inadequate and illegal because it
failed to solicit public opinion, failed to evaluate and disclose the environmenal effects or
evaluate a full range of reasonable altematives. Evaluate the quamntine program in its
entfuety though an EIS rather than segmenting its public review by phases.

Response: As noted in the ROD, the IBMP included provisions to evaluate whether a

quarantine facility would be an appropriate component of the IBMP. It also included a

commitrnent to complete additional NEPA/MEPA analysis to determine the design,

location and operation parameters fot a bison quarantine facility. The purPose of the

proposed action is to evaluate the feasibility of the prcposed quarantine ptotocols. It is not
a ptoposal to implement a quarantine program and such a program ptoposal cannot be

developed without benefit of the tesults of the ptoposed study. Additional environmental

review will be prepared prior to making a decision to implement quarantine procedures. We
solicited public comment through publication of a Draft EA. rilfle think the current EA
assessed the environmental impacts and a reasonable range of alternatives.

Commenc The agencies attempt to downplay the impacts of the proposed action by only
evaluating Phase I of the research cleatly constitutes an example of illegal segmentation.

Response: A decision to proceed to Phase II is contingent uPon a successful outcome
dudng Phase I. Additional environmental review will be completed prior to that decision.
There are no decisions regarding Phase I that will obligate MFIflP to move forward with
Phase II or III. This research proiect is designed to examine uncertainty and as such needs

to test various hypotheses in a stepwise process according to the scientific method.

Consequendy, the envfuonmental review will also be completed incrementally.

Cornment The EA lacks direction about whete the study will go if approved. lfill more
bison be captued in yeat three?
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Response: The EA is not the appropriate document to disclose finer details of the ptoposed

quarantine feasibility study. The EA znalyzed the impacts to the human envhonment
associated with conducting Phase I of the project, which is contingent uPon bison being

available from capture operations. The study proposal outlines in more detail what steps

will be considered in each phase of the hypothesis testing (a study plan is available at

MFWP). The EA explains that a decision to proceed with the next research step depends on
success in Phase I and results of the impact analysis associated with a decision to conduct
Phase II and III. Additional environmental review would be completed prior to major
changes to the project or a decision to amend the IBMP based on the results of the

evaluation. This is oudined in section 2.4 "Identification of the Pteferred Alternative".

Whether bison are captured in year 3 is dependent upon decisions made by the agencies

according to the IBMP. Specific capture operations will not be conducted to pedorm this

research but according to the management prescriptions outlined by the IBMP. The
quarantine research project does not supersede previous decisions ot the prescriptions
outlined in the IBMP and would not prevent the eventual ftee ranging of bison in the GYA.
If, at some time in the future, quarantine research or management pfogfams are considered

and developed by the agencies, quarantine could ptovide a sustainable non-lethal alternative

for removing bison. Quarantine would be used in a manner that is consistent with the

conservation of a wild bison herd in Yellowstone in accordance with the stated purpose of
the IBMP. Consenration restoration projects would be considered when animals become

available for slaughter undet the provisions of the management plan and not at the expense

of maintaining a viable Yellowstone bison hetd.

Comment The MFWP has illegally segmented the proposed action into separate Parts to
avoid prepatiog 

" 
more comprehensive EIS to provide a more detailed evaluation of the

proposal's impacts. The claim that futue study phases may or rnay not proceed depending

on the outcome of Phase I is not a legitimate justification for failing to evaluate all impacts in
a single document.

Response: The EA is tiered to the FEIS that was prepared for the IBMP. It is not possible

to evaluate impacts associated with future and, as yet, unknown contingencies. Additional
environmental review will be completed prior to any decision to proceed beyond Phase I.

This research project is designed to examine uncertainty and as such needs to test various

hypotheses in a stepwise process accotding to the scientific method. The environmental
compliance produced to evaluate a scientific method for a research project is hypothesis

driven and meaningful environmental reviews for Phase II and Phase III are dependent

upon the results of hypotheses tested during Phase I. Once aga:rn, there are no decisions

regarding Phase I that will obligate MFS/P to move forward with Phase II or III.

Commenfl The proposed action is clearly inconsistent with the terms of MEPA because

MFWP failed to iustifr the need for the proposed action; failed to considet a reasonable

range of alternatives; and, failed to evaluate the frrll range of potential impacts. Moteovet,
under the MEPA implementing regulations, an EIS is clearly required to properly evaluate

the full range of impacts inherent to the proposed action.

Response: As noted in the ROD, the IBMP included provisions to evaluate whether a
quarantine facitty would be an appropriate component of the IBMP. The EA notes that,
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prior to the development of a science-based quarantine program some preliminary research
is needed to test vadous steps toward developing an appropriate science-based quarantine
protocol and to quantiatively evaluate the risks associated with quarantine progtams. The
FEIS for the IBMP evaluated the concept of including the quarantine as a component of the
IBMP. The EA disclosed the impacts associated with the evaluation of the feasibility of the
quarantine protocol. Additional environmental review will be conducted prior to any
decision to amend the IBMP to include quarantine at which time altemative approaches to
implementation will be evaluated and impacts associated with that decision would be
disclosed.

Commenfi The EA did not disclose cumulative effects of the proposed action telative to
other bison management actions, including the proposed hunt and other bison research that
is occurring at the Brogan facility. The agency needs to stafi considering the cumulative
impacts of its actions, and providing some sernblance of baseline scientific knowledge on
what is happening so the public can make better infotmed decisions.

Response: All of the actions referenced are occurring within the context of the IBMP and
the effects were analyzed in the FEIS. Cumulative effects of the impacts to the human
environment associated with this ptoject were identified under each of the altematives in the
EA.

Commene A very recently passed Congtessional spending package included $864,000
money for this quarantine facility near Gardiner, MT. This implies that the placement and

operation of the quamntine facility was predetermined.

Response: Appropdations were made for quarantine progtams n1997 and these

USDA/APHIS funds were not expended. A federal appropriation does not require that the
money be expended. The resoutces teferred to is an allocation to the Montana Department
of Livestock. Although listed as quanntine funds, this is an annual appropriation to
Montana for implementation of state management activities undet the IBMP. This
appropriation can be used for many activities including, but not exclusively, fot quarantine.
Funds from this appropriation will not be allocated to this activity until a final tecord of
decision has been posted. In addition, the President has not signed the budget bill and the
disbursement of federal funds to apptopriate fedetal agencies has not taken place. The
inclusion of monies in the federal budget to support bison management in Montana does

not require MFS0P to make a decision to proceed with the study.

Cornment Since this is a captive program created and totally funded by the federal
government NEPA requfuements should be in force and a complete EIS procedute followed
for the siting and opemtion of the quarantine facility. The potential effects are on a bison
herd on federal lands and are of national importance and a full environmental impact
staternent that reveals the consequences for bison should be available fot public scrutiny.

Response: The putpose of the proposed action is to evaluate the feasibility of the proposed
quarantine protocols. To the extent that the study affects a public bison herd on federal
lands, those affects already have been evaluated in the Environmental Impact Statement that
was prepared fot the IBMP. If the evaluation is successful, the agencies likely will consider
incorporating a quarantine ptotocol into bison nranagement. Prior to any decision to amend
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the IBMP, the agencies will ptepate additional analysis, pursuant to the Montana and
National Environmental Policy Acts.

Comment: The Environmental Analysis did not evaluate methods and locations for
subsequent telease of disease-free bison.

Response: The EA addressed impacts associated with Phase I of the study. Decisions to
advance the study to Phase II and III or telease animals from the study are dependent upon
findings from this study phase. Ary decision to advance the study will be supported with an
appropriate environmental review.

Commenc USDA/APHIS did not evaluate the envitonmental impacts of a quatantine
facility under the National Environmental Policy Act.

Response: USDA/APHIS determined that its decision to participate in the feasibility
reseatch is categorically excluded from environmental teview under NEPA and
documentation for theit determination is included in the administrative record. A copy of
the Cat-Ex produced can be obtained from the USDA/APHIS.

Bison Re-Intrcductions

Comment Where will quatantined publicly owned wild bison be released and how they will
be managed once they get thete? \7here are these locations? !7hat are the regulatory
hutdles and how can they be expected to play out over time and in cost? What caveats apply
for the ditection, duration and sources of funding that future work w'ill entail? \il7e see no
need to study the feasibility of wild bison quarantine unless MFnfP can clearly articulate
where these bison will go and how they will be managed when they get there.

Response: MFWP agrees that all of these questions are televant and will be consideted priot
to any decision to include quatantine procedures into the rnanagement plans and how
Yellowstone bison relate to a broader bison consenration strategy. Howevet, MFWP and
the other agencies do not feel it is necessary or efficient to initiate a more comprehensive
environmental review to address these issues until there is a higher levei of assurance that
thete is a feasible quarantine procedute to certify disease-free bison. It is essential that data
ftom Phase I of this study be considered in the analvsis of the envfuonmental effects of
future actions.

The coopetating agencies are committed to locating suitable restoration sites for the study
bison. A procedure has been outlined for this step and that process will determine the best
sites available for restoration projects depending upon some specific criteria established by
the agencies. Furthermore, the Intetagency Tribal Bison Cooperative has already indicated
an interest in using these bison for restoration projects on Native American lands. MFIilP
cannot know nor can it commit to the ultimate destination of disease-free bison until that
decision process established in the study proposal has been conducted and the
environmental reviews are completed. This process will take place concurrent with the
study so that decisions fot restotation ptojects are not necessary for at least three years after
the implementation of Phase I.
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Commenfi Should the process of certifring Yellowstone bison as disease-free be successful
and a relocation plan be developed, healthy bison must be destined for public or tribal land
habitats where they remain in the public trust under the authority of federal, state or tribal
wildlife management agencies. Bison should not be transfered from the public domain to
private control.

Response: The cooperating agencies are committed to locating suitable testoration sites for
the study bison. A prccedue has been oudined fot this step and that process will determine
the best sites available for restoration profects depending upon some specific criteria
esablished by the agencies. Furthermore, the Interagency Tribal Bison Cooperative has

already indicated an intetest in using these bison fot restoration ptoiects on Native American
lands. MF\UflP cannot know nor can it commit to the ultimate destination of disease-free
bison until that decision process esablished in the study proposal has been conducted and
the environmental reviews are completed. This process will take place concurrent with the
study so a siting decision is not required for at least three years following the implementation
of Phase I.

MF107P agrees that disease-ftee bison should be used to augment other existing public bison
herds, augment tribal herds, used as seed stock fot new public bison herds or returned to
YNP. MFWP does not support transferring publicly owned bison for commercial ventues.

Cornment The long-term goal of conserving bison by relocating them to portions of their
former range would be better served using soutce populations other than Yellowstone.

Response: The purpose of the proposed action is to evaluate the feasibility of the ptoposed
quarantine protocols. If, at some time in the future, the IBMP is amended to include
quarantine procedures, quarantine then would provide a non-lethal altemative for removing
bison.

There are few suitable soruce stocks for reintroductions at this time. There are 13

conservation herds available for considemtion (Boyd 2003). Most of these ate very small in
size and could only provide a few animals. Most have been behind fence fot many
generations and have not been subject to natual forces of selection but selectively managed
by humans. Several of these herds ate genetically depaupetate. Many of the current
conservafion bison herds are also plagued with domestic catde genes. Halbert (2003) has

identified Yellowstone and Wind Cave bison as the most genetically diverse and pute plains
bison consewation herds in North America. The curtent population at Wind Cave is only
350 animals and could not provide any surplus animals this past year.

Two very large plains bison herds with expanding populations are Yellowstone and the

Jackson herds found within the GYA. These herds are exposed to brucellosis but we
believe this disease concem can be overcome through an appropriate quarantine procedure.
From the conservation perspective (naturally managed, genetically apptopdate and
numerically robust), Yellowstone bison are 

^n 
ideal source hetd once declared brucellosis

free through an accepted bison quarantine ptogram.
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National Bison Consewation Stmtegy

Comrnenfi A quarantine facility may eventually produce brucellosis-free genetically sound

bison as seed stock for approved conservation herds outside of YNP. Although bison
relocation and rnanagement authorities are not addressed in this assessment, it is not too
eady to b"go advocating for this critical conservation decision for telocated bison.

Response: If the feasibility study is successful and if the agencies agree to consider the

development of a larger quarantine program, those issues will be addtessed through
coresponding environmental reviews. The agencies have been discussing and considering
the regulations, rules and authorities that apply to testoration projects and found that these

canv^ry from country to countfy, state to state, land management furisdictions or on Native
American lands. Until a specific restoration project is identified through the proposed
selection ptocess, MFWP cannot know what management authorities; tegulations ot rules

may apply to the testoration project. Each restoration project will bring its own unique set

of conditions and subsequent environmental issues to be analyzed. That is why it is not
possible to anticipate these scenarios and prepare these compliance documents in advance of
Phase L We anticipate that our comprehensive selection process to identifr suitable sites

will consider the regulatory aspects of each project and addtess them accorditgly.

MFSIP and many other agencies agree that we need to consider long-term strategies fot
bison conservation in North America. There is increased interest in bison restoration
expressed by many groups and the IUCN bison specialist gtoup has already considered

developing a conservation strategy for North America. The proposed quatantine feasibility
study may yield valuable information to support these efforts and could provide some

animals from a robust bison population to pilot some restoration ptojects following the

guidelines and prescriptions IUCN has established for restoration proiects. However, this

first research step to test quarantine protocols is necessary befote we can advocate fot a

larger conservation program or make many of those critical conservation decisions.

Comment There is no unified conservation plan fot bison in North America and the future
of bison conservation depends on restoration of disease-free bison to habitats suitable for
their long-tenn occupancy. There is public support for the concept of establishing

additional populations of bison, using the Yellowstone herd as a sotuce hetd, across the

continent and then considedng the entire population as a meta-population, with appropriate
management actions.

Reqoonse: MFWP and many other agencies agtee that we need to consider long-term
strategies for bison conservation in North America. There is incteased interest in bison
restoration expressed by many groups and the IUCN bison specialist group has already

considered developing a conservation strategy for North America. The proposed quatantine
feasibility study may yield valuable information to support these efforts and could ptovide
some animals from a robust bison population to pilot some testoration projects following
the guidelines and ptescriptions IUCN has established for restoration projects. However,
this first research step to test quarantine protocols is necessary before we can advocate for a

larger consenration program or make many of those critical conservation decisions.
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The purpose of the proposed action is to evaluate the feasibility of the proposed quarantine
protocols. A unified bison conserration plan for North America is beyond the scope of the
feasibility shrdy. To the extent that it is within the scope of the authority of the cooperating
agencies, issues related to a unified consewation plan would be addressed in the
environmental teview of any decision to incorporate quarantine procedures into the IBMP.
Amending quarantine ptocedures into the IBMP should increase the chance for success in
the consewation and restoration of bison in North America while maintaining a viable
population of bison in the Yellowstone ecosystem.

Livestock Management

Comment In the ROD for the Management of Yellowstone Bison, the State of Montana
committed to ensuring l00oh vaccinadon of all catde in the conflict zone. To date, we are

not aware of any &a ptovided to the public regatding the level of compliance with this
vaccination goal.

Response: Vaccination of catde outside of Yellowstone is beyond the scope of this EA.
Two catde herds gtaze seasonally on private lands in Zone2 in the \D7est Boundary Arca.
The operator of one hetd resides in Idaho and gtazes catde on his own property. A
Certificate of Veterinary Inspection (CVf and a Montana importation permit are required
for this operatot to gEaze catde on his property in Montana. Montana law tequires all
vaccination eligible female catde imported into Montana are official calfhood vaccinates
(OCD against brucellosis. This ownet also opemtes in compliance with a plan administeted
by the Idaho State Veterinarian that requires testing of the test-eligible cattle upon return to
Idaho. The other operator is a Montana resident who leases private land. Department of
Livestock and the operator have developed a herd plan. Although the plan has not yet been
frnahzed, the operator operates in compliance with it. The herd plan requires calfhood
vaccination of all eligible catde and annual testing of all test-eligible catde gtazing in the t07est

Yellowstone Area. The agencies are wotking *ith the operators to develop herd
management plans for catde fhat gnze in the vicinity of the Noth Boundary area.

Risk to the Livestock Industry

Comment Bison quarantine facilities should not be permitted outside of the park because it
extends the quatantine and testing atea further into catde ptoducing areas impacting the
ranchers greater than before.

Response: The quarantine feasibility study will take place within the broader framework of
the IBMP and with the concurrence of all of the cooperating agencies, insluding the
Montana State Veterinarian and USDA/APHIS. The facility will not pose a risk to ranchers
in the atea. Bison coming to the facility are aggtessively screened to be setologlcally negative
for brucellosis and will be contained in a double fenced facility with aggtessive secutity
measures in place to rnonitor the animals.
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Migtation Route

Comment The quarantine facility is located on bison winter range and astride a potential
bison migration corridor to public land at Dome Mountain. The location ptecludes the
establishment of wild bison on the east side of the Yellowstone River.

Response: The quarantine facility is located on private propetty and on lands that are

outside the bison managementzone defined by the IBMP. Bison are not allowed to migrate
into this area according to the cuffent management plan. Amendments to the IBMP would
be required to rnake those lands and the public land at Dome Mountain available for bison.
Such a proposal is beyond the scope of this proiect to evaluate bison quatantine procedures.

Comment The proposed quarantine facility is located right in the heart of critical wild bison
and elk winter habitat on the northem range. This is also a critical migation corridot for a

variety of wildlife. It appean the MFuilP, in cooperation with the Animal Plant and Health
Inspection Senrice (A,PHIS), is proposing to maintain or establish what could be described
as a game farm andf ot feed ground that may significandy impact a variety of wildlife and

their access to critical habitat.

Response: The proposed quarantine facility is located on private land that previously was

operated as a game farm. Existing improvements will be adapted fot the purpose of the

feasibility study. Any impacts on elk migtation or other impacts to wildlife and access to
critical habitats have been in effect since the establishment of the game fatm. No additional
impacts are expected as a tesult of the feasibility study.

Habitat

Comment Anecdotal evidence from relocated buffalo herds and common sense indicate
that the exposrue tate for brucellosis will naturally decrease ovet time if buffalo ate provided
more habitat in which to spread out. For example, elk on feedgrounds in Wyoming test 17

to 60 percent positive for brucellosis exposure while 
"1k 

urilizing natural habitat outside of
feedgrounds test between 0 and 2 percent positive fot brucellosis exposure. Brucellosis is a
disease that is spread primarily because animals are congregated in confined areas. Habitat
expansion is a proven technique in reducing exposure to brucellosis.

Response: The purchase of habitat for bison is beyond the scope of this EA. MFWP
understands that unnatural concentrations of elk and bison on atificial food sources on the
National Elk Refuge contribute to the rate of brucellosis infection in those herds. MFWP
also understands that either unnatual concentrations or other circumstances that contribute
to frequent exposure are necessary to maintain infection in an elk hetd. MFWP has

frequendy expressed these views in public forums and published much of the information
about managing brucellosis in elk through habitat programs.

Bison ranging withh the Yellowstone system are not fed and with the tare exception of the
transboundary 

^te 
s already naturally distribute themselves among suitable habitats.

However, MF$flP is not aware of any information to suppotr the suggestion that acquisition
of additional habitats would cause reduced rates of exposure and infection among
Yellowstone bison.
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Some of the suitable bison habitat outside of Yellowstone is privately owned and not
available for purchase. Should a landowner be willing to sell those properties then a habitat
purchase could be considered by the managing agencies.

Comment In Montana, natuml quarantine through habitat access has worked for elk, as

compared to the feed grounds and vaccination programs implemented in Wyoming. These
oppofunities for wild bison recovery and consewadon in the Greater Yellowstone Area
must not be sacdficed by this quarantine/population conftol proposal.

Response: MF$0P is not aware of any opportunities to naturally quarantine bison through
habitat access. \ilith habiat expansion, cows and calves would continue to move in goups.
Susceptible bison would continue to be exposed to infected bison. The potential for free
association between infected bison and susceptible catde would significantly increase and the
capability to manage for tempotal and spatial separation of bison and catde would
significandy decrease. Implementation of quarantine would not affect the curent
distribution of bison or impact their ability to utilize existing habitats according to the
management ptescribed in the IBMP.

Comment \tr7hat would be best for bison now would be for them to be free over a wide
range of land without contact with rancher's cattle. The ranches do not own all the land in
Yellowstone, they just act like they do and lately the govenrment is acting like they do.

Response: The spatial-temporal separadon of bison and catde is ad&essed in the IBMP.
The purpose of the proposed action is to evaluate the feasibility of the proposed quarantine
protocols. Change from curtent land use allocation of public land or acquisition of private
lands to dedicate more habitat for bison is outside the scope of the proposed action.

Many ranchers and other Montana citizens do own land adiacent to Yellowstone Park.

MF\U7P is obligated by sahrte to addtess wildlife damage to private property and wotks
diligendy to maintain a coopetative atmosphere between landowners, whose livelihood
comes from the land, and our agency to ensure tolerance and acceptance for wild animals. It
is by nurnring this acceptance that we maintain wildlife populations throughout our state.

Comrnenfi The EA appears prematue in fuht of the many other studies or management
protocols undenxzay or soon to be implemented. For instance, Dr. Cormack Gates is under
contract with YNP to determine the body of scientific and cultural knowledge that exists
pertaining to bison dispetsal and movement in the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem (GYE).

Response: \7e do not consider the ptoposal fot the quarantine tesearch to be prematwe and
this methodology has been in existence for nearly 100 years. Its application in the GYA has

been discussed carefully for decades. The IBMP took 10 years to complete and aheady
consideted the ecological consequences of temoval of bison for slaughtet research or
quarantine. Now is the appropriate time to conduct specific research to advance an idea that
has been discussed at length.

Additional ecological and scientific data will be considered but there ate always uncertainties
in management decisions. New information relative to ecological effects w'ill be more
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relevant to the larger management decisions discussed in the IBMP. Dr. Cormack Gates has

been consulted and we do not anticipate significant changes in our understanding of the
ecology of bison. MFS7P agrees that results ftom new ecological studies should be used to
revise the population target or the boundaries of bison management zones. Irespective of
the issue of brucellosis, bison management plans for Montana must include ptovisions to
manage bison numbers and distribution in the GYA. Quarantine, if implemented, would be

one management tool usefirl for accomplishing that purpose while meeting other
conservation obiectives.

Comrnenc Please discuss a brucellosis-proof habitat and livestock management planning
alternative in detail allowing fot wild bison movements to identified elk ranges in the Greatet
Yellowstone Atea.

Response: The purpose of the proposed action is to evaluate the feasibility of the ptoposed
quatantine protocols. The Federat FEIS fot the IBMP znalyzed eight altematives, including
a minimal management alternative. If implemented, this alternative would have provided for
the largest bison distribution, while still meeting all of the other obiectives of the IBMP.
The state managed elk winter ranges in the Greater Yellowstone Area lie beyond the
boundaries defined for the minimal management altemative. It is not possible to permit
bison to migrate that far and ensure temporal and spatial separation of bison and catde. It
also would not be possible to ensure against the risk of extensive damage to private proPerty.

Comment: It seems that nearly 300,000 acres of potential habitat, mostly publicly owned,
lies vacant of wild bison, only because we will not let them access this atea. If no more than
400 cattle were simply moved to equitable alternadve pastures away from the border of
Yellowstone, with fair compensation for the trouble, there would be no buffalo-brucellosis
issue atound Yellowstone Park.

Response: The distribution of bison is defined by the IBMP. The decision to implement
the IBMP was supported with a Federal and a State FEIS. Removing catde from these areas

is beyond the scope of this study.

Endangeted Species

Comment There is also a failue to consider, disclose and evaluate the impacts of temoving
a significant food source for threatened gizzly bears, bald eagles, grey wolves and othet
listed species that depend on bison for their survival.

Response: Impacts to threatened and endangered species were evaluated in the FEIS for the
IBMP and the concept for the quarantine evaluation is within the scope of that analysis. The
bison used fot this project will be those captured during the routine implementation of the
IBMP and not specifically for this project. There will be no additive impacts not already
addtessed in the FEIS.

Comment: The bison quarantine m^y atftact bears and potentially lead to an increase in
human conflicts.
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Response: The facility has been in grazly beat habitat for many decades and has not
experienced any problems with beats. The existing fence has a high tensile, electdc
component to it and has been proven to be an effective banier to bears. Implementing this
study by the agencies will actually decrease the potential impacts to beas in this area when
compared to the current situation. The study proposal, which contains more detail than the
EA, has addtessed the need fot additional elecuic fencing surrounding the perimeter of the
facility. Management within the boundaries of this private property w'ill become a

cooperative effort between the agencies and the private landownet. The agencies will bring
additional influence to the management of fences and bear attractants within the ptoperty.
Specific measures will be established within the facility to reduce conflicts with large
carnivores. The project will make special efforts to manage beat attractants and will
cooperate with state and federal bear management specialists to avoid conflicts.

Proiect Cost

Commene The EA did not disclose proiect costs.

Response: The EA was specifically written to examine the impact of this project on the
human environment. The snrdy ptoposal outlines in detail the proiect budget. The
proposal can be requested by contacting MFuflP. MFWP is not obligated to finance any of
the direct costs for this proiect and much of the initial budget will be derived from existing
USDA/APHIS budgets. Once the Phase I is apptoved additional funding sources may be

pusued by MFWP. The ptoposal discusses a cost/benefit analysis to be completed at the
end of the proiect so that there can be full public disclosure of the cost versus public benefit.
The long-term benefit of conserving a species will be difficult to addtess but considered in
the final analysis. Managing the existing bison in the GYA is also very expensive but
consideted imporant to many. A budget for Phase I of the feasibility study follows:

Phase l Facility- Development schedule and operations budget
Upgtade Btogan Facility

Fencing-Summ eil F a,ll 200 4
Upgrade Handling Facility-Aug-Dec 2004
L.ease2004

Pilot Study group 1

Captue, test, and ship calves-Jan.-Apr. 2005.
Facility Operations
Lease 2005

Pilot Snrdy group 2
Capnue, test, and ship calves-Jan.-Apr. 2006
Facility Operations
l,ease 2006

Personnel

Comment Several com.tnents questioned the cost of the project and suggested that funds
should be spent differendy, especially spent for habitat acquisition.

$100,000.00
100,000.00

60,000.00

5,000.00
40,000.00
60,000.00

5,000.00
40,000.00
60.000.00
90,000.00

$560,000.00
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Response: The Department acknowledges that the quarantine proiect will be cosdy in the
short term. The adaptive step-wise tesearch desrgn with phased in study elements is

designed to mirdmize the costs associated with this reseatch effort. The cost for the cuffent
management of bison within the Yellowstone system is also high. MF!7P will continue
efforts to preselve and manage habitat in the Greater Yellowstone Area independent of a

decision to perform teseatch. The cost of even small patcels of habitat in the GYA would
far exceed that of performing this research study. The puchase of habitat is dependent
upon willing sellets and can only be addressed on a case-by-case basis.

MF$fP believes the benefits of the quarantine proiect and bison management outrreigh the
costs. The potential economic risk of not managing bison is substantial. That impact was

evaluated in the FEIS for the IBMP. Long-term benefits of maintaining a viable bison
population in YNP and the potential for Yellowstone bison to contribute more btoadly to
restotation of plains bison are values that cannot be measured.

Comment This project, whether limited to Phase I or extended to implement other phases,

will cost a significant amount of money but will provide very litde benefit in teturn.

Response: At the conclusion of this study a cost/benefit analysis will be completed to share

with the public. The Departrnent acknowledges that the quarantine proiect will be costly in
the short term. The adaptive step-wise research design with phased in study elements is

designed to minimize the costs associated with this research effort. The cost for the crurent
management of bison within the Yellowstone system is also high. The long-term benefit of
conserving a species will be difficult to address but considered in the final analysis. We
believe that, if this process proves successful, the long-term benefits may become priceless
to ouf constituents.

Management Authority

Comment The Montana Legislature was in error to give wild bison management
responsibilities to a livestock agency, The Montana Departrnent of Livestock and APHIS
should not be involved with the management of bison. \We suggest MFS(P must clearly
articulate that MFWP is ready and legally cable of accepting full responsibility for wild bison
management in the State of Montana before proceeding 'urith this quarantine operation.

Response: The allocation of management authorities by legislature is beyond the scope of
this EA. Authorities for bison management have been defined by state and federal statutes
and are tefetenced in the various environmental documents. Successful implementation of
the IBMP is dependant upon a commitment by all agencies to cooperate in the IBMP and is
not a matter of how the authorities are divided among the agencies.

Comment The proposed study is outside the scope of the MFWP mandate. \7hile
Montana Code 87-1-216 provides for MFWP cooperation with the DOL on bison
management, nowhere does the law ptovide authority for the agency to conduct unnecessary
experiments upon the Yellowstone buffalo hetd.

Response: The authority to conduct research projects for the purpose of improving wildlife
management derives from MF!7P's Powers and Duties, as defined by 87-1-201M.C.A. In
addition, MFWP is specifically authorized by 87-1-210 M.C.A. to enter into cooperative
agteements for the puf,pose of wildlife research, management and demonstration projects.
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Appendix B. Meeti gs, Public Contacts and Expert Consultations made During
Proiect Development, May 2003-Dec. 2004

Landowner Meetinss
RTR sponsored Landowners Meeting in Gardiner-by Aune/Flowers
Mr.Rich Kenke-Landowner and Hay Contractor-Paradise Valley-by Aune/King
Dome Mtn. Ranch-Landowner near Dome Mtn. Wildlife Management Area-by Aune/Rhyan
Mr. Bob Ca*ier-Landowner near l,ens Lake and Dome Mtn. Wildlife Mgt. Area-by Aune/Rhyan
Mr. Paul Rigler-Landowner near Dome Mtn. Wildlife Management Area-by Lemke
HoBNoB-meetingwith West Yellowstone landowners concemed about bison-by Flowers

Interagencv Coordination
Introductory Presentation to MFT(IP Helena Staff-by Aune
MFV7P Region 3 Saff-multiple meetings and discussions-by Aune
Presentation to MMFtilfP Regional Managers and discussion-by Aune
Field Tours-NPS, USFS, MMFWP, USFWS, USDA/APHIS,ITBC and MDOL-by Aune/Rhyan
Presentation to USFS Regional Saff in Missoula-by Aune
Ad-hoc committee to identifr potentid study sites-USFS, USDA/APHIS, MFWP, NPS, MDOL
National Park Service-Multiple meetings for input and discussion-by Aune/Rhyan
Inter-tribal Bison Cooperative-Fred Dubray-Bison manager-restotation expert-by Aune/Rhyan
Greater Yellowstone Interagency Brucellosis Committee-Two presentations-by Aune/Rhyan
Montana Board of Livestock-Two ptesentations and discussions of project-by Aune
Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks Commission-Presentation and discussions-by Aune/Flowers

Bison Consultants (Includes many direct conversations and field tours of proposed sites)
Mr. Duane Lammers-S. Dakota-National Bison Association and bison owner-by Aune/Rhyan
Dr. Temple Granden-Col. Sate University specialist in animal handling- by Rhyan/Aune
Mr. Mark Cosder-Bison manager for Turner Enterprises/fencing and management-by Aune/Rhyan
Mr. Rob Tiemey-Monana Department of Livestock-management of bison-by Aune/Rhyan

Scientilic Snecialists Consulted for Inout
Dr. Francisco Roberto-INEEL Scientist working on PCR test for brucellosis-Aune/Rhyan
Dr. James Derr-Texas A and M-Genetics of bison- by Rhyan
Dr. Cormack Gates-University of Alberta-by Aune/Rhyan
Dr. Brett Elkin-Northwest Territories-lTildlife Veterinarian for wood bison-by Aune/Rhyan
Dr. John Nishi-Leader of Hook Lake Salvage Project-NWT-wood bison-by Aune/Myan
Dr. Robert Cook-Wildlife Veterinarian for Wildlife Conservation Society-by Rhyan/Aune
Dr. M.D. Salman-Colorado State University-Animd Population Health Inst.-by Rhyan/Aune
Dr. Tom Roffe-U.S. Fish and Wildlife Senrices-rifildlife Vet-Bison health-by Aune/Rhyan
Dr. Helen Schwantie-B.C. Wildlife Veterinadan-by Aune
Dr. Steve Olson-USDA/ARS-Ames lowa-by Rhyan
Dr. Steve Torbit-National Wildlife Federation-by Aune/Rhyan
Dr. Glenn Plumb-National Patk Service-by Aune/Rhyan
Wayne Brews ter-N ational Park Service-by Aune/ Rhyan
Rick r07allin-National Patk Serrice-by Aune/Rhyan

Snortsmens Grouns
Livingston Sportsmen's Association-by Lemke
Gdlatin ITildlife Association-Two meetings and regular phone conversations-by Aune/Flowers
Skyline Sportsmen-during scoping for the hunt-by Alt
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Conseryation Orsanizations
\0Tildlife Consenration Society-Field tour of sites and presentation in NY-by Rhyan/Aune
Boone and Crockett Club-Two visits with full presentations-by Aune/Rhyan
Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation-Two visits to leadership-by Aune/Rhyan
Greater Yellowstone Coalition-Two visits with leadership-by Flowers/Aune
World Wildlife Fund and American Prairie Foundation-Presentation-by Aune
Turner Endangered Species Fund-presentation and discussion-by Aune

Animal Health and Livestock Organizations
United States Animal Health Association- 2 presentations-Brucellosis Committee-by Aune/Rhyan
Western States Livestock Association-1 presentation and discussion
Montana Livestock Association-Presentation to the Public Lands Commission-by Aune

Media Contacts
Newspapers

Bozeman Chronicle-Front page feanrre article on bison quarantine
Legal Notices for EA-Livingston Enterprise, Bozeman Chtonicle, Montana Standard,
Independent Record

Television
Interview by Channel 7-Aune
Interview by Channel 28-Alt

Magazine
Montana Outdoors-Buffalo hunt and quarantine

GYIBC Infcrmation and Education Subcommittee
GYIBC Annual Report-One page story on the quarantine feasibility proiect
GYIBC posted articles on the Internet
GYIBC posted minutes of each meeting when quarantine was discussed
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